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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This communication is responsive to Applicant's Amendment, filed on 25 
September 2006. 

2. In the Amendment filed on 25 September 2006, claims 1, 8, 10, 21, 22, and 23 
were amended. Claims 4-7 and 11-15 were cancelled. As such, Claims 1-3, 8-10, 16- 
19, and 20-25 are pending in this application. Claims 1, 8, 16, 20, 24, and 25 are 
independent claims. This office action is made final. 



Response to Arguments 

3. The applicant's arguments filed on 25 September 2006 have been fully 
considered. Concerning claims 16-19 and 20-25, said arguments are moot in the new 
ground(s) of rejection. 

Referring to claims 1 and 8, Applicant argued on Page 8 that Neither Surasinghe 
nor Call discloses a system which automatically modifies and/or updates an application 
program and at least one support system to reflect changes made in the application 
program. It is pointed out that said limitation has been addressed in the prior office 
action, citing Paragraph 0032 of Surasinghe application that The invention is a system 
for dynamically integrating changes in the rules governing business operations into an 
application program that implements the rules in order to control business operations. 
Additionally, Surasinghe discloses that feature of dynamically and automatically 
effecting changes, that is, automatically modifying and/or updating an application 
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program and at least one support system to reflect changes made in the application 
program as When the underlying business plan change such that the certain or all of the 
business logic rules must be revised or new rules added, the user creates new 
expressions and/or rewrites affected expressions and the DBLRI 12 produces 
corresponding executable routines for use by the application software (Surasinghe, 
Paragraph 0027). Said disclosures by Surasinghe clearly teach changes are used to 
automatically configure a new version of the support system. 

Applicant alleges that Call fails to rectify the deficiencies found in Surasinghe. 
Claims 1, 8, 16, 20, and 25 are rejected over Surasinghe in view of Call because 
Surasinghe does not teach the limitation "in a file-based format", which Call teaches and 
thus rectifying what Surasinghe reference does not explicitly teach. Therefore, said 
argument is in appropriate. 

In a similar vein, Applicant argued on page 9 that As set forth, they system 
described by Surasinghe stores changes to the rules of the application in executable 
subroutines (.dll files). Because Surasinghe does not disclose the use of support 
systems, it does not, therefore, disclose automatically updating any systems to make 
use of the stored changes made to the application program. First of all, it is pointed out 
that .dll files are part of an application under Windows operating system and therefore 
are considered integral parts of a Windows application. In addition, it is pointed that the 
system of Surasinghe itself is a support system. 

Regarding the argument on page 9, which states that Independent claims 16, 20, 
and 25 claim s a subordinate level of configuration that is controlled by a higher level of 
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configuration so that any changes made to the higher level are updated and reflected in 
the subordinate level, new ground(s) of rejection are introduced referring to 
Krishnaswami et al., (U.S. Patent Application Publication Number 2005/0091346). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed 
or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the 
subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made. 

5. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a). 

6. Claim1-3 and 8-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being unpatentable 
over Surasinghe (hereinafter as "Surasinghe") (U.S. Patent Application Publication 
Number 2004/0194069) in view of Call (hereinafter "Call ") (U.S. Patent Number 
6154738). 

As per claim 1 , Surasinghe is directed to: 
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"comprising managing the configuration of telecommunications operations 
software" (Surasinghe, Paragraph 0004, i.e. For a company that provides a monthly 
service, such as, for example, telecommunication services, customized billing software 
controls customer billing operations using predetermined parameters that define 
customer rate plans. ) 

"comprising computer code by storing configuration data," (Surasinghe, 
Paragraph 0013, i.e. The DBLRI operates with a database in which certain or all of the 
database fields and sub-fields correspond to parameters that are available to the user 
for inclusion in the business logic rules., and Paragraph 0018, i.e. The DBLRI also 
readily accommodates new business practices by incorporating re-defined parameters.) 

"specifying or modifying the configuration data by selecting telecommunications 
products or services from a catalog" (Surasinghe, Paragraph 0012, i.e. The invention is 
a system for dynamically integrating changes in the rules governing business operations 
into an application program that implements the rules in order to control business 
operations. Note that it is inherent in the system of Surasinghe that new services and 
products of a business are reflected in said changes, including those made in a 
business catalog.). 

"and effecting one or more changes required to the computer code of the 
telecommunications operations software in response to newly specified or modified 
configuration data" (Surasinghe, Figure 3, Paragraphs 0030-0032, Paragraphs 0037, 
and Paragraph 0064-0065, i.e. The DBLRI incorporates associated new and/or update 
rules in the manner discussed above.), and 
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"publishing the changes to at least one support system so as to automatically 
configure a new version of the at least one support system" (Surasinghe, Paragraph 
0027, i.e., When the underlying business plan change such that the certain or all of the 
business logic rules must be revised or new rules added, the user creates new 
expressions and/or rewrites affected expressions and the DBLR1 12 produces 
corresponding executable routines for use by the application software). In addition, it is 
pointed that the system of Surasinghe itself is a support system. 

Surasinghe, however, does explicitly recite the limitation: 

"in a file-based format". 

Call teaches said limitation: 

"in a file-based format" as This illustrative program uses a file-based database 
rather than the relational database (Call, Column 15 Lines 30-34). 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to add the feature of using a file-based format for a database as 
taught by Call to the method and system of Surasinghe so that, in the resultant method 
and system, configuration data in a file-based format. One would have been motivated 
to do so in order to provide a "cross-referencing database" (Call, Column 2 Lines 45-49) 
and also because employing file-based format such as XML for storing configuration 
data are well known in the art. 

Claim 8 is rejected on the same basis as claim 1 . 



Application/Control Number: 10/723,612 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2162 

As per claim 2, Surasinghe is directed to: 

"a method according to claim 1 wherein the telecommunications operations 
software is selected from the group: provisioning software, customer support software 
or billing software." (Surasinghe, Paragraph 0004, i.e. For a company that provides a 
monthly service, such as, for example, telecommunication services, customized billing 
software controls customer billing operations using predetermined parameters that 
define customer rate plans.). 

Claim 9 is rejected on the same basis as claim 2. 

As per claim 3, official note is taken that it is notoriously well known that object 
code, source code, or parameters or data are all referred to as computer code or vice 
versa in the art. 

Claim 10 is rejected on the same basis as claim 3. 

7. Claims 16-23 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being unpatentable 
over Surasinghe in view of Call and further in view of Krishnaswami et al., (hereinafter 
"Krishna") (U.S. Application Publication Number 2005/0091346). 

As per claim 16, Surasinghe is directed to: 
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"a method comprising managing a telecommunications software system using a 
graphical user interface to set the configuration of one or more parts of the system at a 
first level of configuration" (Surasinghe, Figure 2A and 2B and Paragraphs 0030-0037), 

"and automatically configuring the one or more parts of the system" (Surasinghe, 
Paragraph 0037,Le. When the editing of the rule is completed, the DBLRI 12 evaluates 
the expression and produces a corresponding executable routing that can be called by 
the application software and Paragraph 0064, i.e. The DBLRI incorporates associated 
new and/or update rules in the manner discussed above.). 

Surasinghe in view of Call does not explicitly teach the limitation: "at a first level 
of configuration, and automatically configuring the one or more parts at a second, lower 
level of configuration". 

Krishna teaches the limitation: 

"at a first level of configuration, and automatically configuring the one or more 
parts at a second, lower level of configuration" (Paragraph 0052, i.e., the system 100 
can offer merging granularity down to the individual setting level; Paragraph 0014, i.e., 
The configuration service component compiles the configuration section of the manifest 
into a namespace in its store; Paragraph 0135, i.e., A top-level Engine object 502; 
Paragraph 0379, i.e., This section describes the different levels of integration 
applications can have with the system 100 infrastructure configuration system and their 
benefits; Paragraph 0380, i.e., level 1; Paragraph 0381, i.e., level 0). 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to add the feature of managing system configurations at different 
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levels, as taught by Krishna, to the method of Surasinghe in view of Call so that the 
resultant method would automatically configure the one or more parts of the system at a 
first level of configuration, and automatically configuring the one or more parts at a 
second, lower level of configuration. One would have been motivated to do so in order 
to facilitate organization of configuration settings in a ration and comprehensible manner 
(Krishna, Paragraph 0009). 

Claim 20 and 25 are rejected on the same basis as claim 16. 

As per claim 1 7, Surasinghe is directed to 

"a method according to claim 1 6 further wherein the first level of configuration is 
specified at a policy level" (Krishna teaches top-level configuration (Paragraph 0135). 
Additionally, Surasinghe, Figure 2A and 2B and Paragraphs 0030-0037 recites as 
validation rules, matching rules, on-execution rules, post-match rules, closing action 

rules and so forth and edit user defined parameters or data objects that establish 

various trading instruments, various market types that define in which market a user 
may operate, and so forth. ). 

Claim 21 is rejected on the same basis as claim 17. 

As per claim 18, Surasinghe in view of Krishna is directed to 
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"a method according to claim 16 further wherein the first level of configuration is 
specified as a composite of lower level configuration settings" (Surasinghe, Paragraph 
0037, i.e. When the editing of the rule is completed, the DBLRI 12 evaluates the 
expression and produces a corresponding executable routing that can be called by the 
application software.). Note that in the method and system of Surasinghe, first level 
(entering rules via graphical user interface is a preliminary step to the generation of 
code (DBLRI) which is executed at the second lower level and thus is a composite of 
the second, lower level. Also, Krishna teaches top-level configuration (Paragraph 0135) 
and subordinate, levels below the top-level (Paragraph 0379, i.e., This section 
describes the different levels of integration applications can have with the system 100 
infrastructure configuration system and their benefits) and the top level is the composite 
of said subordinate levels. 

Claim 22 is rejected on the same basis as claim 18. 

As per claim 19, Surasinghe is directed to 

"a method according to claim 16 further wherein the first level of configuration is 
specified by selecting one or more product catalog items" (Krishna teaches top-level 
configuration (Paragraph 0135). ; and Surasinghe, Paragraph 0012, i.e. The invention is 
a system for dynamically integrating changes in the rules governing business operations 
into an application program that implements the rules in order to control business 
operations.) Note that it is inherent in the system of Surasinghe that new services and 
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products of a business are reflected in said changes, including those made in a 
business catalog. 

Claim 23 is rejected on the same basis as claim 19. 

8. Claim 24 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being unpatentable over 
Surasinghe in view of Call and further in view of Krishna and further in view of Fomenko 
(hereinafter "Fomenko") (U.S. Patent Application Publication Number 2003/0158919). 

Referring to claim 24, Surasinghe in view of Call and further in view of Krishna 

teaches the limitations: 

"a configuration server for telecommunications software "(Surasinghe, Paragraph 
0037,i.e. DBLRI 12); 

"one or more configuration tools having a graphical user interface adapted to 
specify a configuration for the telecommunications software" (Surasinghe, Figure 2A 
and 2B and Paragraphs 0030-0037); and 

"telecommunications software in communication with the configuration server" 
(Surasinghe, Paragraph 0012). 

Surasinghe in view of Call and further in view of Krishna does not explicitly 
teaches the limitations: 

"a version control server for telecommunications software " and 
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"one or more version control tools adapted to manage versioning of the 
telecommunications software". 

Fomenko teaches the limitations: 

"a version control server " (Fomenko, Paragraph 0031) and 
"one or more version control tools adapted to manage versioning (Fomenko, 
Paragraph 0031)". 

At the time the invention was made, it would have obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to add the feature of version controlling as taught by Fomenko to the 
method and system of Surasinghe in view of Call so that the resultant system would 
comprise a version control server and respective version control tools which are 
adapted to manage versioning of communications software. One would have been 
motivated to do so in order to because updating software employing version controlling 
is well known in the art. 
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Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Dennis Myint whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
5629. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30AM-5:30PM Monday-Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Breene can be reached on (571) 272-4107. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). 
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